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p ^k* The Union Shop
In the earliest days of trade unions one of the first de

mands was for the “union shop.” These proud words meant 
the realization of the ideal that wage-earners had a right to 
participate in determining the terms and conditions under 
which they worked, to see that such conditions were enforc
ed and tn support those who were willing to insist upon jus
tice in th<‘ workplace with opportunity to promote economic 
progress. , , .. , ,

The union shop meant the development of law and order 
in the work community. It provided security for its mem
bers and established machinery for adjusting misunderstand
ings and disputes.

The officers of the union who negotiated contracts with 
management were also responsible for seeing to it that the 
union’s members lived up to their responsibilities under the 
contracts, which included dependability, a fair day’s work, 
carrying out work orders, etc. Successful unions enforce 
compliance with contracts.

Unless all workers are union members the union has no 
way to discipline them. The ability of the union to exert dis
cipline begins with work training for which the union, in 
cooperation with employers and schools, assumes its respon
sibility. The fixing of wage rates assumes eligibility for the 
job. In accepting its share of responsibility for the compet
ency of workers, the union serves both management and 
society.

The union agreement enforced in a union shop lays the 
foundation on which cooperation between workers and man
agement is developed. But the union cannot urge coopera
tion upon workers who refuse to join the union.

Even though they benefit by the higher wages and bet
ter standards resulting from union activity, non-unionists 
refuse to share the effort to make progress, which involves 
risks and costs. In asking for the exclusion of those who re
fuse to join, the union applies majority rule. Non-unionists 
can seek employment with others of their Way of thinking.

Employers hostile to unions make much of the “open” 
shop—meaning the shop intolerant of unions—and of the 
right of workers not to join a union. Workers do have that 
right, like all other conscientious objectors, but they must 
not infringe upon the rights of the majority who wish to be
long to a union in order that they may have an effective tool 
for their economic advancement. The union shop is also a 
service to management—beginning with its employment 
function. This hade service has long been an established in
stitution in the construction and printing industries. For 
years the seafaring workers and longshoremen struggled to 
establish union hiring halls so that union representatives 
might underwrite terms of employment assuring workers 
protection against physical brutality, brutal conditions of 
work and lodging on boat, as well as assuring pay according 
to contract. This progress rests on the Seamen’s Act assur
ing to seafaring workers the right, without liability to ar
rest, to quit the job when the boat was in safe harlior.

The union shop is an accepted and constructive institu
tion finding employment .for its members, negotiating and 
enforcing contracts covering terms and conditions of work, 
and serving the management, the industry, the community 
and the government in times of need. For effectiveness it 
requires workers to join unions prior to placement or within 
a fixed |>eriod afterward—or seek other jobs. The regulation 
rests on the respected principle of majority rule.

The coriMiration lawyers who wrote the Taft-Hartley 
Act wanted to weaken the power of unions. They recognized 
the union shop as the key to union effectiveness and outlaw
ed the requirement for union membership as a condition of 
employment and devised regulations under which they pro
bably hoped requirement to join the union would not be ap
proved.

So the Presidential election has as its background an 
effort to disrupt the International Tyiiographical Union and 
to hamstring its local unions by injunction—even forbidding 
them to pay strike lienefits; tedious and expensive elections 
in the building trades; shipping on our West Coast tied up 
by strikes of Communist unions endangering standards in 
th<- whole shipping industry established by unions that have 
served democracy. Th rough precedents in these battles, the 
rights of all workers are menaced.

Labor’s first line of defense is to use its votes in the 
coming elections against key |>rrsons who were responsible 
for the enactment of the Taft-Hartley Law, which has re
vived governpient-by-inj unction and denied freedom of con
tract to workers,

Labor Has Shaped Industry
The rise of industrial America and the rise of organized 

labor as a national influence have* taken place together. Our* 
in'lusu ml system has been shaped by the influence which 
unions have exerted through the processes of collective bar- 
ga nifig. They have improved wages and working conditions, 
brought al>out more stable conditions of employment and 
production, and helped to make available trained workers for 
skill* <j occupations.

< System Must Serve All
America is just as strong as its free enterprise system. 

If our free enterprise system operates for the benefit of all 
the American people, it will be unconquerable. If it becomes 
unb;dan< (‘ 1 and b< .ins to function for the benefit of a few 
at the ex jiense of the rest, it is doomed to failure,

Leadership: World's Needx
There exists in all Western countries a tension that has 

been steadily growing since the end of the military conflict 
of World War II. The tension has grown out of violation of 
the most basic principles of4he democratic way of life.

We naturally expected something in the way of clarifica
tion of principles from the recent gathering of the World 
Council of Churches in Amsterdam representing 150 Pro
testant denominations. This meeting, we understood, was to 
strengthen world spiritual fraternity. We were shocked by 
a statement from the conference declaring:

“The Christian Church should reject the ideologies of 
both communism and capitalism which seek to draw men 
away from the false assumption that these extremes are the 
only alternatives.”
* The insertion, of “laissez-faire,” in a revised statement, 
to qualify “capitalism” did not make the amazing declaration 
acceptable. It is incredible that leaders in any important field 
should not realize that the principle which distinguishes 
democracy from communism is the recognition of the per
sonal dignity of each individual, giving him basic rights and 
acknowledging his right to make decisions which affect his 
life. Communism, like all other authoritarian forms of gov
ernment, rejects this spiritual concept of man, subordinates 
the individual to the state and assures him no specific rights. 
Supreme in control over individuals, communism repudiates 
moral standards which limit this control.

The exhortation quoted above provides no moral guide 
to what is important in living or how to live in security ex
ercising basic rights that are necessary for dignity in Jiving 
and assuming responsibility for the consequences of our de
cisions. Such an ideal grows out of authoritarian govern
ment untrammeled by law.

Our democracy puts its main dependence on the ability 
of a free society to afford citizens a satisfactory way of life. 
For material needs it looks to free enterprise, which provides 
both opportunity and responsibility. We seek to correct ex
isting injustices through collective bargaining, better trade 
practices, and administrative and legislative controls.

We do not question the right of other people to experi
ment with state operation of their production facilities. How
ever, we deny the right of the Soviets to force communism 
on others or to use conspiratorial fifth columns to undermine 
the purposes of majority rule. For our part, we think we 
may confidently continue to look for higher standards of 
living through free enterprise sustained by other free insti
tutions. Any system must be judged by its results and its 
impact on people. Our system has given us the highest out
put per hour of work and we think affords the greatest op
portunity for workers’ participation in problems of work as 
well as in benefits flowing therefrom. Individuals develop as 
they utilize opportunities to participate. While we make mis
takes, we are free to correct them.

By linking capitalism with communism for unqualified 
repudiation, the statement of the World Council of Churches 
disregards moral standards which discriminate between the 
totalitarian and democratic way of life.

We have tragically learned the futility of compromising 
with governments that espouse a subversive philosophy. It 
is therefore most surprising to find religious leaders, at this 
late hour, compromising and missing an opportunity to point 
the way to achieving the ideals which underlie fellowship 
between men and nations.

U GOP WINS. Then What?
Hartley’s statements fall into a neat pattern that the 

GOP and its big business backers have been drawing for 
some time—a pattern that should frighten every person who 
believes in trade unionism and democracy.

What Hartley said, in effect was, “Look, you union guys, 
we only trained our light artillery on you. If the GOP wins 
in November the heavy guns will be unlimbered.”

He gave some idea of what could be expected—a “right 
to work”, statute, outlawing the industry-wide bargaining 
and industry-wide strikes, application of anti-trust laws to 
unions, “clarification” of the ban on political expenditures by 
unions, and a ban on employer contributions to union wel
fare funds.

You might say that Hartley didn’t know what he was 
talking alxiut—but, after all, he co-authored the Taft-Hart
ley Act. He’s one of the GOP’s two top authorities on union
restricting legislation.

And he can speak freely and openly because he has de
cided not to run for re-election.

We have a hunch that Hartley’s GOP colleagues who 
are seeking re-election would like to cut Fred’s tongue out. 
And you couldn’t blame them much.

lie stated publicly that a GOP victory next month 
would be followed by additional curbs on labor. These curbs, 
he said, weren’t imposed this year because the Republicans 
feared the political consequences.

T-H Just The Beginning
It’s nice occasionally to get important information direct 

from the horse’s mouth even if you don’t like the horse.
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| NEWS and VIEWS y
X By ALEXANDER S. LIPSELL (An ILNS Feature) ’ J
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! This column commented last week on the determination of the 
Germans to assert themselves in the East-West conflict and to share 
in the formulation of allied policies that will determine the future of 
their country. Further proof of this desire has just come from the 
eastern zone of Germany, but it is hardly the kind that makes for 
peace, democracy and progress. It is an announcement by the Ger
man (Communist) authorities in the Soviet zone that the organization 
of a 400,000 men strong semimilitary police force “to defend the zone 
against alarming civil war preparations being made in the western 
zone of Gei-many” is virtually completed.

Thus the shape of things to come is visible to all who are willing 
to see. Here is an admission shouted from the house tops that the 
German Communists, limited to the Sdviet zone and aware of the 
popular tide running against them, are ready to resort to civil war 
as the only means to reach their goal of totalitarian power.

♦ ♦ ♦ ♦
Naturally, as in all Communist conspiracies, this plan is cloaked 

with the excuse of “aggressive fascist activities, inspired by agents of 
Anglo-American imperialists.” But if we are to believe the head of 
the eastern zone Department of Interior and other Communist spokes
men, civil war is already raging in that part of the country. The 
Russian masters and their German stooges must be guarded against 
provocation and assault; buildings, factories and farms must be pro
tected against sabotage and fire bugs, who allegedly seek to destroy 
part of the German harvest.

According to trustworthy information, the three main units of 
reborn German militarism are the secret police—K 5—modeled after 
the Russian pattern, a shock troop militia of 100,000 heavily armed 
men, and a so-called workers’ militia trained to serve as industrial 
police and to stifle growing labor unrest in the eastern zone. All 
members serve three years and are kept in barracks and special camps. 
The overwhelming majority of this Communist army are former SS 
bullies, members of special Nazi squads, and others trained to commit 
murder at the life of an eyebrow.

♦ ♦ ♦ ♦
This then is the force which according to jubilant Communist an

nouncements, “will be permeated with high democratic conscience, 
powerful and always ready for action, excellently organized, splendidly 
disciplined, well armed and trained, provided with specialists in arm
aments and training; men who stand irresistibly loyal to the camp of 
democratic progress.”

A development of this sort fits of course neatly into the political 
and military strategy of Moscow. It relieves the Russian occupation 
troops of part of their duties. It gives the German stooges a chance 
to do the dirty work which the Russians, for reasons of their own, are 
no longer inclined to handle.

♦ ♦ ♦ ♦
And since we are on the subject which is likely to play an impor

tant part in the future developments, I should like to recall what was 
said in this column just a year ago (Oct. 25, 1947):

“The anticipated breakdown of the Big Four power conference 
(then meeting in London—Ed.) is likely to be followed by the re
appearance of German military power under Russian auspices. 
Reports that ICO,COO German war prisoners in Russia—remnants 
of the Nazi armies destroyed before Stalingrad and Moscow—stand 
ready to move into Germany and put the policies of the German 
Soviet collaborators into effect may be exaggerated, but they 
should not be taken lightly.

“Besides, if this came to pass, it would be made to look like an 
outbreak of G» man political passions rather than Russian inter
ference with German domestic affairs. The Ru ians are said to 
be sure of their control over these thoroughly Communist indoctri
nated elements, and considering the Soviet handling of political 
affairs in Bulgaria, Hungary, Rumania, etc., this ability is hard
ly in doubt.”

. That’s why we’re indebted to Rep. Fred Hartley, the 
New Jersey Republican who has just become an author.

We’d long suspected that the GOP intended the Taft- 
Hartley Act as merely the beginning and not the end of anti
labor legislation. Hartley confirmed this suspicion both in 
his new book and in the press conference he held to call the 
book to public attention.

At his press conference Hartley chided the GOP leader
ship for being so namby-pamby about unions. These leaders 
(the softies) decided some time ago, Hartley said, not to 
pass any legislation “to which organized labor might pos
sibly object” until after the November elections.

Hartley develops the same theme in his book:
“Under the Wagner Act the government was commit

ted to advancing the banner of trade unionism . . . The 
Taft-Hartley Act has a different purpose.

“This is as good a time as any to point out that it (T-H) 
is only a start.”

The GOP, Hartley said, became very politically minded 
in 1918 and decided not to go any further than the original 
T-H Act. He put it this way:

“Frankly, I think the United Mine Workers could have 
thrown a picket line around the U. S. Capitol and the Sup
reme Court without receiving more than a gentle reprimand 
from the Republican leaders.

“Republican leaders had an election to win; sound legis- 
latice principles were cast aside.”

Get The Record!
Of much interest to all union members, as the political 

campaign goes into its final weeks, is a pamphlet issued by 
Labor’s League for Political Education, entitled, “The Re
cord They Stand On.” This 16-page booklet contains the 
Congressional voting record on 12 key role calls including 
the Taft-Hartley Act, the Case Bill, rent control, taxes, hous
ing, etc. l/ocal union political education committees which 
have not received copies of this publication may write to 
Labor’s League for Political Education, 1525 H Street, N. 
W., Washington 5, D. C.

1 HOW GOOD IS YOUR WORD? i
>•'. By RUTH TAYLOR

How good is your word?
The other day I was sitfh g in on an argument, listening to a 

group of men heatedly take a nuiuation apart and put it together again. 
Finally one challenged a statement, to be countered with the name of 
the man who had made the original remark. The challenger quited 
down, saying “Well, it must be so then.” I said: “But I thought you 
didn't approve of that man.” He answered: “1 don’t. I disagree with 
all of his conclusions, but his word is good and he is accurate with his 
facts.” *

Now that sounded like good article material, so I mentally went 
over tii^ people I know. Lots of those with whose conclusions I agreed, 
I found J did not quite trust on the facts. But I was heartened by the 
number of people whose word 1 would take whether, or not the facts 
were to my liking.

The average person isn’t intentionally dishonest. And a great 
many people whose words are not considered good by their friends 
would be startled to know they are really thought of as liars. They 
just “didn’t wait to get the facts”; they “assumed” what they wanted 
to say was so; they were “careless” in phraseology;—in short, they 
slurn*d over what would have spoiled their story. Like the copyist 
whose eyes and mind are tired, they drop out qualifying clauses—a 
word at a time—until in the end what they say bears little resemb
lance to the truth.

How good is your word?
*Think over the m«'n you know. The bigger they are, the more 

apt they are to be pain-taking in their speech. One man, whose word 
is above reproach, always differentiates by “This 1 know,”—“It is my 
considered opinion that,”—“This 1 have heard,”—‘‘I have not verified 
this fact.” You always know just what credence to give to each sen
tence.

What do men say of you ? Do they believe what you say ? Or do 
they listen with interest—and then go check up on how much truth 
there is in it ? Or do they say “So-ana-so says such-and-such. But you 
can’t take his word for it.”

How good is your word?
Would you follow a man in whom you could not trust? Of course 

not! Then if you would win to a position of prominence, remember 
that all places in the sun are places of responsibility. Be sure that 
your word is worth taking, that men may believe you, in order that 
they may believe in you.

THE CHERRY TREE
In a short time we shall all—well, maybe no all, but a lot of us— 

be tripping lightly to the polls to cast our votes.
Meanwhile, in the few days remaining, the welkin will ring, the 

stump, with all those orators on it, will quiver; the radio will blat and 
the editorial writers will prattle.

Candidates will try to put the old whammy on each other and 
there will he pandemonium generally.

Now, what do we have to contemplate, in the way of presidental 
candidates, as election day draws near?

Well, not too much—but anyway we have to make a choice.
It is the duty of every citizen to make a choice and cast a vote. 

This year it is perhaps more important than ever, because of the fact 
that anything less than a full and decisive vote may throw the elec
tion into the House of Representatives, under our curious and out
moded electoral college system.

♦ ♦ ♦ ♦
It seems to me that, ever since the nomination of Thomas E. 

Dewey, there has been little reason to doubt about whom to support.
Someone once called Mr. Dewey “the little man on the wedding 

cake” and I know of no more apt designation. It is surprising that 
Mr. Dewey’s opponents haven’t made better use of the phrase. It’s 
a lulu.

Of course there is a difference. The little man on the wedding cake 
doesn’t move. He just stays put until he is taken away and made 
ready for another cake. Mr. Dewey does move—as if there were 
springs and cogs inside. There is another idea about how he moves, 
which is that, like a calculating machine, he produces a certain result 
when certain keys are depressed. One wonders what he acts like when 
he is alone and has his shoes off.

Efficient? Perhaps so, like a calculating machine.
♦ ♦ ♦ ♦

Then there is Mr. Wallace. There he is, not like the surrey with 
the fringe on top, but like a whirling dervish with red fringe all ’round.

You can have him, I don’t want; he’s got too many reds for me.
Strange, but there were days when Henry Wallace looked like a 

good deal of a man. But, alas and alack, as the books say, he looks 
like a good deal of a wash-out now.

And then there are the Dixiecrats. In some ways there is a Don 
Quixote sort of business about them. But even though they seem to 
be tilting at a wind mill, they may cut a good deal of a figure in the 
election—in terms of electoral votes.

There are other minority candidates, too, including the perennial^ 
Norman Thomas. Some will be on the ballot in some states, some in 
others.

But not in the whole lot is there a man one would care to see in 
the White House.

If you go out in the kitchen all by yourself and ask yourself who 
you ought to support, you should come out with the idea that Harry 
S. Truman is about the best bet.

♦ ♦ ♦
President Truman has made some mistakes. That’s too bad. He 

made a pretty bad mistake in wanting to send Justice Vinson to Russia.
He made some mistakes in consenting to relaxing of controls when 

the war ended.
But the issues on which he did not make mistakes out-weigh 

those on which he did.
Remember, he fought to keep price control. He fought for hous

ing. He vetoed the Taft-Hartley bill.
And somehow, I rather like the idea of a pulsating human being 

in the White House. I can’t care for the idea of seeing the little man 
on the wedding cake posing in the front door, or moving like an auto- 
matum around inside the place.

Thurmond and Wallace don’t have a chance, so np need to specu
late about what they might do. '

Some of Mr. Truman’s advisors ought to be given a sabbatical 
year. But by and large Harry Truman has done a darned good job in 
most critical times. Always he seems to line up on the side of the 
people. I’m for that.

And I think Mr. Truman will be elected, even if Dr. Gallup, the 
pollster thjnks otherwise. Some time, on some issue, the polls are go
ing to fall on their faces.

Comment On World Events
The 37th anniversary of the establishment of the Chinese Republic 

Oct. 10 came during one of the darkest hours in the history of China 
and in the history of Chinese-American relations. The worldwide men
ace of aggressive totalitarian Communism, which we have been able, 
temporarily at least, to check in Europe, is still on the march in China. , 
The same Chinese government which fought so long and so desperately > 
against Japan, virtually alone, again has its back to the wall, again k 
with little or no help from us.

There may have been justification for the policy of beating Hitler 
first <luring World War II, although that policy brought terrible suf
fering and neglect to China, but when Communism is the enemy there 
is no such excuse for stopping Stalin first in Europe, since Stalin has 
an easier task to advance in Asia.

The American government having proclaimed the policy of the 
Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan to halt Communism must 
apply it in the East as well as in the West.

The Republican party through Gov. Dewey’s speech at Columbia 
University Law School Nov. 24, 1947, has already adopted this posi
tion. He then said: “We have a world struggle on our hands, world
wide in scope. ... As we take action to save the 275 million people of 
Europe for the free world, it is the sheerest folly to abandon the 450 
million people of China. If China falls we may reasonably assume that 
all Asia is gone. . . . We need an honest about-face which will produce 
immediate administrative action to restore the honor of the American 
Republic in keeping with its commitments and in keeping one-fifth of 
the world in the area of human freedom.” t

The policy of the administration is less clear and it should be 
clarified at once. It is still not too late for President Truman and his 
party to take an unequivocal stand on this issue, so that our policy in 
China, as in Europe, can be taken out of partisan politics into the area 
of national agreement. But until the President speaks there is a glar
ing contrast between our policy in Europe and in Asia, a contradiction 
which the Republican party has every right to attack.

As regards the past, the American people can afford to be charit
able in appraising the motives behind our China policy, but they can
not be patient over any failure to change that policy now.

♦ ♦ ♦ ♦
The motives of the Roosevelt administration in granting unwise 

and unjust concessions to Russia at the expense of China in Manchuria 
may be forgiven, however disastrously they turned out, since their 
purpose was to shorten the war and preserve unity between the allies. 
We know now that it was unnecessary to make concessions to Russia 
to shorten the war with Japan in view of the atom bomb, but that was 
less clear at the time.

We know now that it was folly to think that we or the Chinese 
government could trust the Chinese Communists who were supposed to 
be merely “agrarian reformers.” But at the time these policies were 
inaugurated there was widespread ignorance based on misinformation, 
and that ignorance was largely shared by Republicans as well as Demo
crats. Thus until Gov. Dewey spoke at Columbia University there was 
no clear-cut partisan issue over this policy. But that is no longer the 
case. The Republican candidate has spoken. Later the Republican I 
leaders in Congress urged military aid to China and pressed it upon 
the administration. Since then the administration has failed, whether 
through inefficiency or through reluctance, to implement that military 
aid. Nevertheless, it is not too late for President Truman to clarify 
his position and to carry out our cotnmitments. If he fails to do so the 
Republican party can rightly claim to be the sole -champion of a cour
ageous and honorable American foreign policy toward China,

NON-VOTING MILLIONS 
POTENTIALLY DECISIVE

By OREN ROOT, JR.
Member Executive Committee, American Veterans Committee
The residual political power of the millions of Americans eligible 

to vote who do not exercise their right to vote is staggering. It pre
sents a tremendous challenge to an organization like the American 
Veterans Committee. Any group which could successfully organize 
even a modc-t portion of the non-voting millions would have a deter
minative influence on the politics of America.

It is a rare election in the United States where the number of 
potential voters who fail to vote is not greater than the majority by 
which the election is won. Sometimes the result is dramatic, as in 1916 
when the Hughes-Wilson contest was decided by a few thousand votes 
in California. But even in less close elections, such as the presidential 
elections in 1940 and 1944, the principle holds.

In 1940 there were SO million potential voters of whom 49,800,000 
voted and 30,200,000 did not. Since Roosevelt’s total popular majority 
was only 5 million, it i? apparent, even allowing for the divergences 
between popular and ekcLorul wies, that the non-voting millions were 
potentially decisive.

In 1944, of the 88 million persons eligible to vote nearly 40 mil
lion failed to do so—many times more than the Roosevelt popular 
majority of 354 millions. What was true in 1940 and 1944 will be true 
again in 1948, except to the extent that organizations like AVC do 
something about it.


